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tne response filed 10/06/03 is acknowledged. 

Th eMow i n gi sa q uo te t i onoU h er,rstpara g r a p h o f 35U.S.C.11. 

A « u S C 1 12 first paragraph, because the 
Claims1-19arereiectedunder35U.S.C.112, 

specification, while being enabling: 

comprising a complex, said complex compns.ng. ^ ^ 

a cationic molecule and an immunologically act,ve nuc,e,c acd 

cDNA insert wherein the nucleic acid seance contains at least one 

2/ A method of prolonging the survival or 

S,6P °' mm al a composition comprising a complex, said 

administering to said tumor bearing mammal a comp 

complex comprising: 
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ac , seance. wherein said -plex Is provided in an amount elective to stimulate a 
^mammal.andwhereinsaidcationicmoieouleistt.ecompoundGL-er. 

^^----^«^* h,, •- ,b * 4,,P,,,,,,, • 

with which i, is most near, connect., to maKe and use the invention commensurate ,n 

scope ;r:: ai — _ .———-7 

(Fe d C, 1988, They include 0 ) - — - e*P— n necessa., (2, am 

ot aireci.u. y e |n the 

/«^ thP <;tate of the prior art, (6) the relative &mh 
the nature of the invention, (5) the state ot in y 

^ /q\ the hrpadth of the c aims, 
art. (7) the predictability or unpredic.abi.ity of the art. and (8) the 



third par., page 3. second par.) coupled with 



immunologically active sequence 

The specification (pages 2, second par., 

«, tn emulate the desire inflammatory response (a 
.o v RRPGYY-3' are necessary to stimulate me u 
consensus 5 -RKOo" < o « 

„cp- indicative by an increased levels of TNF-alpha, INF-y. 
subset of the "immune response , indicative oy a 
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6 and IL-12) However, the specificate does no, teach as to what are exactly the 
s „s or common structure o f those non-CpG immunostimulato. motifs, nor does the 
example7addresses the tactthat the employed nucleic acid seguence in examp,e7s„„ 
stains at leas, one immunoiogicaHy active CpO not, Furthermore, the state o, the prior 
art exempt by McClusKie e, , (The X - — g , 1.1 , P, 4463-4466. ™ 
teaches (p. 4465, column 1): 

Results were due to the CpG motif rather than to a nonspecific effect of the ODN 
.acKbone, since mice immunized with 1 ug of HbsAg plus 10 ug of non-CpG ODNs 
had no (7 out of 10) or very low (3 of 10) titers of anti-HBs IgG Abs. 

McdusKieefa, (The, o, Immunology. 161, P, 4463-4466, 1998, also teaches 
(page 4465, columnl.third paragraph) that "no IgAwas detected in the lung washes 
with 1-ug dose of non-CpG ODN/CT" . 

Th us given,ha„heprecisecommon S ,ruc, U re b ywhichanon.CpGONA media.es 

extrapolated ,o a particular struc,ure ( s, or common s,ruc,ures o, non-CpG containing 
inven ,ion as con,emp,ated by applies, i, is no, apparent how a s«ed artisan, without any 
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undue experimentation, practices the claimed — * * — — * b¥ 
using an immunologically non-CpG motif containing nucleic acid sequence. 

2, issue regarding the use of a generic cationic moiecuie (denned as a cation,c 

polymer, cationic amphiphile. or cationic iipid), which is not necessariiy a cationic ,ip,d 

compound. 

The Cairns as written are reasonabiy being interpret as embracing non-l,p,d 
cationic moiecuies. The speCcation as a whoie only teaches and provides sufficient 
g uidanceforthemaKing and use o, a compiex comprising a cationic lipid compound and an 

are no, necessariiy limited to such complexes wherein a cationic lipid compound ,s 
employed, in fact, the specification teaches as a whoie that the presence of both a CpG 

effl cacy in generating an anti-tumor immune response. While it is generally understood in 
the art of record that cationic amphiphiles, clonic lipids, and cationic poiymers have been 
US ed to enhance the delivery, stability and therapeutic efficacy o, an expressible DMA 
molecule or a non-expressible CpG motif containing DNA, the state of the art of record is 
si ,entasto an interchangeable use of such a cationic molecule as a non-expressible DNA 

..pounds are structurally distinct and are expected to behave unpredictably in an ,„ Wvo 
environment. The specification focuses mainly on cationic amphiphiles or cationic lipids, 
and all of its wording examples involve the use of one particular lipid compound, the 
Rion (international J- of Pharmaceutics, 182:169-170. 1996), states: 
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[tl The use of cationic liposomes to target DNA to the gastrointestinal tract is 
inappropriate. Cationic DOPE/DOTAP liposomes are extremely toxic to CD1 mice following 
the administration o, a single dose, provoking a profound and lethal hypothermia. 
Complementary to our results, we have identified a range of adverse effects 
associated with the use of ca«onic lipids or cationic liposome (Table 2). This non- 
exhaustive list demonstrates very dearly that cationic liposomes must be used with 
caution for DNA (or drug) delivery. We believe tha, alternatives to cationic liposomes 
f or DNA therapy should be considered in order to avoid these dose-limiting and often 
fatal adverse effect (page 169, column 1). 

These results, in addition to the observation that cationic liposomes are extremely 
,oxic following oral administration, indicate that DOPE/cationic lipid liposomes are no, 
appropriate for DNA (or drug) delivery (abstract). 

As such, with respect to Cairn 7, 18, and claims dependent there from the claimed 
invention is only reasonably enabling for claims that claim specially: 

A method o, prolonging the survival o, a tumor bearing mammal comprising the step 

A method of generating an anti-tumor cell immune response in a tumor bearing 
mamma, comprising the step of administering to said tumor bearing mammal a composition 
comprising a complex, said complex comprising: 

a cationic lipid molecule and an immunologically active CpG containing nucleic acid 
secuence. wherein said complex is provided in an amount effective to stimulate a protective 
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anti-tumor oel, immune response, thereby prolonging the survival of the tumor bearing 
mammal, and wherein said cationic molecule is the compound GL-67. 

3/ issue regarding ctaims drawn to a method of generating a protective anti-tumor 
response in a mammal inciuding primates such as subjects at risk of developing a cancer. 

The specification contemplates, for example, on page 4 bridging page 5 that a 
protective anti-tumor response is a protective anti-tumor response that may provide long 
te rm protective immune memory. The specification does not provide any closed defin«ion 
as ,o what is meant by the "long term protective immune response" As such, and in view of 
the customary and ordinary meaning ofthe "long term protective immune memory- in the art, 
, he claimed invention as claimed in Cairn 7 and Calms dependent there from would embrace 
a method o, preventing a mamma, such as primates inciuding non-tumor bearing humans, 
domestic mammals, and farmed mammals tern developing or having a tumor or cancer. 
The types of tumor or cancer are no, iimited in the claimed invention and may embrace 
melanoma, breast tumor, ovarian tumor, pancreatic tumor, colon tumor, brain tumor, liver 
tumor leukeumia, and stomach tumor. The state o, the prior art exemplified by Filion or 
McCluskie e, a, not only does not teach or even suggest that it is routine or conventional ,n 
the art to employ any form of DNA complex as a cancer vaccine so as to provide a 
protective anti-cancer effect to an non-tumor bearing individual, but also suggests that wh,le 
it m ay be conventional in the prior art to employ a CpG mofif contaiing DNA to treat 
therapeutically a tumor bearing mammal, notably in the form o, increasing a Th1 immune 
resposne or cytokine induced inflammatory response in small animals such as mice or rats, 
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the state of the art of DNA cancer vaccine remains reasonably unpredictable at the time the 
invention was made. More specifically, 

McCluskie at al. (Molecular Medicine, 5, pp. 287-300, 1999) teaches that "the 
realization that results in mice often do not predict the situation in humans has also led to a 
,arge number of DNA vaccine studies in nun-human primates", that "IM injection of plasmid 
DNA vaccines, while highly immunogenic in mice...was found to be only relatively so in 
chimpanzees..., and especially not all in Aotus monkeys", and that "it is probably safe to say 
that any vaccine that works in a human will work in a mouse, but not necessarily vice versa" 
(page 296, column 2, second and third paragraphs). In addition, McCluskie ef al. teach that 
"the generally absent responses with the noninjected routes were not unexpected, as the 
mucosal surfaces are protective barriers, physiologically designed to limit uptake of bacteria, 
viruses, antigens" (page 296, column 1 ), and that "although non-human primate models are 
frequently used for development and testing of human vaccines, it is not clear how predictive 
they will be in the case of DNA vaccines where efficacy, by virtue of the requirement first to 
transfect cells and express the antigen, relies on many factors other than immunological 
responses to the antigen" (page 297, column 1 ). 



Lee 

states: 



et al., Critical Reviews in Therapeutic Drug Carrier System, 14, 2:173-206, 1997, 



Because gene transfer efficiency is determined by a large number of factors, many of 
which are not well understood, it is difficult to predict the performance of a specific 
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cationic liposome formulation based simply on the cationic lipid structure and/or the 
lipid composition. The gene transfer property of a vector is determined by 1) particle 
(DNA/lipid) size; 2) lipid composition; 3) lipid/DNA ratio; 4) formulation procedure; 5) 
DNA concentration; 6/ strength and tissue specificity of the promoter and enhancer 
elements; 7) for in vitro gene delivery, cell line, duration of transfection, cell 
confluency level, presence or absence of serum, etc; For in vivo delivery, route of 
administration (page 184); 

While the strength and tissue specificity of the promoter and enhancer elements are 
not required for the claimed invention wherein a non-expressible DNA is employed as an 
immunologically active DNA as one of the main components in a cationic lipid/DNA complex, 
the state of the prior art does suggest and teaches that the in vivo behaviors and/or activities 
of one particular or other cationic lipid/DNA complexes cannot be reasonably extrapolated 
from that of another particular cationic lipid/DNA complex. 

The specification as a whole provide a number of working examples, which focus 
mainly on the efficacy of the GL-67/CpG motif containing DNA sequence (expressible or 
non-expressible) in generating a therapeutically relevant immune response in a number of 
different tumor established (xenografted) mice and rats. In the mice and rat models, not only 
the generated immune response appears to be sufficient to inhibit the growth of the 
xenografted tumors, it is also sufficient to prolong the survival of the treated mice and rats. 
Coupled with state of the prior art regarding the well-established immunotherapeutic 
activities of CpG motif containing nucleic acid sequences in inhibiting the growth of a tumor 
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in a tumor model such as mice or rats, the application is reasonably enabling for claimed 
embodiments, drawn specifically to a method of generating an anti-tumor cell immune 
response in a tumor bearing mammal comprising the step of administering to said tumor 
bearing mammal a composition comprising a complex, said complex comprising: 

a cationic lipid molecule and an immunologically active nucleic acid sequence without 
an expressible cDNA insert, wherein said composition is administered in an amount effective 
to stimulate said anti-tumor cell immune response; 

However, neither the specification nor its working examples provide substantial 
evidence demonstrating an anti-cancer protective effect in any healthy individual or art- 
recognized animal model, on which a person skilled in the art could reasonably conclude 
that a cationic lipid/DNA complex(es), regardless of whether the DNA is expressible or not, 
is or are effective for use as a master vaccine in preventing any type of cancers or tumors 
developing in an vaccinated individual. One closest example, example 8, provides an 
ovarian tumor (MOT) bearing mouse model, in which a generated immune response is 
sufficient to prolong the survival of the mice against the fist challenge and subsequent 
challenge of MOT tumor cells, e.g., 2, 9 and 16 days. On the basis of this prolonged survival 
wherein no particular time period is provided, Applicants then suggest that the result 
indicates a formulation-dependent generation of a protective, memory-based immune 
response that was systemic in nature, and that this is sufficient to provide patentability for 
the broad claimed invention as set forth in claim 7. However, a close review of the working 
example does indicate the followings: 1/ the prolonged survival period was only measured at 
most for 1 6 days, 21 not only the GL-67/DNA is used as a priming antigen, the subsequent 
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challenge of the same MOT tumor cells wherein the immune response was already primed 
specifically against the established MOT tumor cells is not indicative of a protective effect 
against any formation of an endogenous tumor wherein no specifically primed immune 
response is present or activated; and 3/ the experiments were employed in an already MOT 
tumor grafted in mice. Thus, these deficiencies and/or non-correlative factors are not 
deemed sufficient to lead on skilled in the art to reasonably conclude that the GL-67/DNA 
complex is effective for use as a DNA vaccine for preventing a formulation of an 
endogenous ovarian tumor in a tumor-free individual, let alone other claimed embodiments 
wherein an enormous number of other cationic lipid/DNA complexes are claimed as cancer 
vaccine(s). At best, the working example 8 coupled with the guidance provided by the as- 
filed specification provides substantial evidence showing that one skilled in the art not only 
could use GL-67/CpG containing DNA complex in therapeutically combating the growth of a 
tumor in a mammal, the complex surprisingly could be used to prolong the survival of a 

tumor bearing mammal. 

To further substantiate unpredictable factors involved in using a particularly type of 
cationic lipid complex, which has not been shown to provide any anti-cancer protective 
effect, Filion (International J. of Pharmaceutics, 162:159-170, 1996), states: 

[t]The use of cationic liposomes to target DNA to the gastrointestinal tract is 
inappropriate. Cationic DOPE/DOTAP liposomes are extremely toxic to CD1 mice following 
the administration of a single dose, provoking a profound and lethal hypothermia. 
Complementary to our results, we have identified a range of adverse effects 
associated with the use of cationic lipids or cationic liposome (Table 2). This non- 
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exhaustive list demonstrates very clearly that cationic liposomes must be used with 
caution for DNA (or drug) delivery. We believe that alternatives to cationic liposomes 
for DNA therapy should be considered in order to avoid these dose-limiting and often 
fatal adverse effect (page 169, column 1). 

These results, in addition to the observation that cationic liposomes are extremely 
toxic following oral administration, indicate that DOPE/cationic lipid liposomes are not 
appropriate for DNA (or drug) delivery (abstract). 

Notwithstanding the complexities associated with the use of a cationic lipid as a main 
component in an anti-cancer vaccine, McKenzie, Immunologic Res, 24,3:225-244, 2001, 
states (page 232, column 1) that "CpG DNA, when added as an adjuvant with a DNA 
vaccine, gave no further enhancement of CTLs in one study". McKenzie also states on page 
232: 

There is also another level of complexity for CpG motifs. The optimal motif for 
stimulation differs between species. CpG motifs can also be immuno-suppressive or 
neutralizing, depending on the context of flanking residues. 

Agrawal, TRENDS in Molecular Medicine, Vol. 8, 3:114-121, 2002, states: 



The DNA sequences containing an unmethylated CpG dinucleotide flanked by two 
purine bases on the 5'-side and two pyrimidine bases on the 3'-side, such as 
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GACGTT, were found to activate the mouse immune system efficiently. However, the 
human immune cells responded poorly to this hexameric motif, suggesting that the 
sequences required for CpG-related immune stimulation varies from species to 
species (page 114 through page 115). 

The pattern and kinetics of induction of the cytokines in vivo depends on the 
sequences flanking the CpG dinucleotide, as well as the dose, the route of 
administration and the host animal species (page 115, last full paragraph). 

These unpredictable factors as expressed in the art of record clearly provide 
substantial evidence showing that the claimed invention as claimed specifically in claim 7 
and claims dependent there from is not reasonably enabling to its full breath at the time the 
invention was made, particularly on the basis of the as-filed application. 

Thus, in view of the lack of any established nexus between the guidance provided by 
the as-filed specification including the in vivo data shown in the working examples and the 
subject matter being sought in the claims, one must evaluate the evidence presented and 
determine whether applicant has demonstrated such correlation or a reasonable likelihood of 
such. In the instant case, the data presented in the as-filed specification support a 
conclusion of unpredictability and lack of reproducibility of the claimed invention as broadly 
claimed. This conclusion coupled with state of the art, as indicated in the stated Office 
actions, is consistent with a finding of lack of enablement for the practice of what is claimed. 
The as-filed application fail to address these art-recognized limitations with regard to the 
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unpredictability of claiming a full breadth encompassing a generic cationic lipid/DNA 
complex for use to generate anti-cancer protective responses in an individual at the time the 
invention was made. Thus, based upon the evidence in the record, which demonstrates that 
there is a reasonable basis for questioning the assertions regarding the enablement of the 
claimed invention, it is not apparent as to how a skilled artisan, without any undue 
experimentation, reasonably extrapolates from the applicant's disclosure including the 
shown animal model to the entire breadth of the claims. It is not apparent then how one 
skilled in the art, without undue experimentation, practices the claimed invention, and/or 
uses a broadly claimed cationic molecule/DNA complex as a DNA cancer vaccine to provide 
an active and protective immunity against a formulation of a tumor in an individual, let alone 
a the full scope of a "mammal", particularly on the basis of applicant's disclosure, and in view 
of the doubts expressed in the art of record at the time the invention was made. 

Note that even while one of applicant's cationic lipid/DNA complex exhibits an 

efficacy in prolonging the survival of the treated rats or mice, the court in Enzo 188 F.3d at 

1374, 52 USPQ2d at 1138 states: 

It is well settled that patent applicants are not required to disclose every species 
encompassed by their claims, even in an unpredictable art. However, there must be 
sufficient disclosure, either through illustrative examples or terminology, to teach 
those of ordinary skill how to make and use the invention as broadly as it is claimed. 
In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 496 & n.23. 30 USPQ2d 1438, 1445 & n23 (Fed. Cir. 
1991)(citation omitted). Here, however, the teachings set forth in the specifications 
provide no more than a "plan" or "invitation" for those of skill in the art to 
experiment...; they do not provide sufficient guidance or specificity as to how to 
execute that plan. See Fiers v. Revel , 984 F.2d 1164, 1171, 25 USPQ2d 1601, 1606 
(Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Wright , 999 F.2d...[1557], 1562, 27 USPQ2d...[1510], 1514. 
[footnote omitted]. 
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The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign 
country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of 
application for patent in the United States. 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by 
another filed in the United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, 
or on an international application by another who has fulfilled the requirements of 
paragraphs (1 ), (2), and (4) of section 371 (c) of this title before the invention thereof by 
the applicant for patent. 

To the extent that the claimed invention embrace a method of generating a protective 
anti-tumor cell immune response in a mammal having a tumor, the method comprising the 
step of administering to a tumor bearing mammal a composition comprising a complex, said 
complex comprising: 

a cationic lipid molecule and an immunologically active nucleic acid sequence without an 
expressible cDNA insert, wherein said composition is administered in an amount effective to 
stimulate said protective anti-tumor cell immune response, thereby inhibiting the growth of the 
tumor, 

The following rejections are applicable. 



Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 USC 102(e) as being anticipated by Krieg ef a/. (US 
Pat No. 6,207,646), Krieg (US Pat No. 6,218,371), or Krieg (US 6,429,199). 
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The essential feature of the presently pending claims is that any cationic lipid including 
can be used for a method of inducing an immune response against a tumor antigen present in a 
tumor bearing mammal when used in combination with a nucleic acid polymer including those 
non-expressible DNA containing CpG motifs nucleic acids, which themselves are also 
immunostimulatory nucleic acid molecules. Krieg et al. teach that cationic lipid carriers (The '646 
patent, column 12, lines 25-34; the '371 patent, column 23 bridging column 24, column 24 
second full par; the '199 patent, column 14 bridging column 15) can be employed in combination 
with a CpG motif containing non-expressible plasmid-derived (bacterial derived plasmid) nucleic 
acid polymer as immunostimulatory nucleic acid complex (the ' 646 patent, column 12, lines 12- 

24, lines 49-50; the '371 patent, column 22, lines 15-17, lines 43-67, column 24, second full par., 
column 30, lines 15-18; the '199 patent, column 14, lines 48-53, column 22, lines 14-18); when 
employed for induction of an immune response to a target cancer antigen (the '646 patent, 
column 6, lines 55-56, column 10, lines 16-23 ; the '371 patent, column 7; the '199 patent, 
column 10, lines 27-31). The '646 patent teach the same throughout the disclosure (particularly 
columns 29-35, columns 61-64). Intravenous administration of the CpG containing nucleic acid 
polymer complexed with a deliver carrier such as a cationic lipid is also disclosed (the '646 
patent, column 34, line 53; the '371 patent, column 31, last paragraph; the '199 patent, column 

25, lines 36-38. 

Absent evidence to the contrary, the compositions and the methods disclosed in Krieg et 
al. have all of the properties cite in the claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability 
shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was 
commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to 
the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor 
and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was 
made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 
U.S.C. 102(f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 USC 103 as being unpatentable over Erabacher (US 
2001 , 0048939 A1 ) taken with the '646 patent, the '341 patent, or the '1 99 patent. 

Erabacher teaches a method of employing a cationic lipid complex composed mainly of a 
cytofectin-based cationic lipid/CpG containing plasmid fragments for use in therapeutic vaccine 
(entire disclosure, particularly, page 4, par. 0090 and 0091. Intravenous administration of the 
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complex is disclosed on page 0102. Erabacher does not teach specifically that the complex can 
be used therapeutically against a tumor antigen in a tumor bearing mammal. 

However, at the time the invention was made, the prior art exemplified by the '646 patent, 
the '341 patent, and the '199 patent does teach that CpG containing nucleic acid polymers alone 
or when complexed with a known pharmaceutically acceptable carrier such as cationic lipid is 
effective for use as a therapeutic vaccine against a tumor in a tumor bearing mammal (see the 
citations as indicated above). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art, on teachings provided by 
the combined cited references, to employ a cationic lipid complex composed mainly of a 
cytofectin-based cationic lipid/CpG containing plasmid fragments for use in therapeutic vaccine 
against a tumor antigen in a tumor bearing tumor. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to employ the lipid/CpG 
containing bacterial derived plasmid to combat or inhibit a tumor growth in a tumor bearing 
mammal because the prior art exemplified by the '646 patent, the '341 patent, and the '199 
patent does teach that CpG containing nucleic acid polymers alone or when complexed with a 
known pharmaceutically acceptable carrier such as cationic lipid is effective for use as a 
therapeutic vaccine against a tumor in a tumor bearing mammal. 

Thus, the claimed invention as a whole was prima facie obvious. 

Claim 19 is free of the prior art of record because while the prior art of record exemplified 
by Harris (US Pat No. 5,650,096) teaches that the compound GL-67 is an effective cationic lipid 
carrier of a biologically active molecule, no single prior art of record teaches a therapeutic 
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composition comprising a non-expressible, CpG motif containing DNA. While one of ordinary 
skill in the art, on the basis of teachings provided by the totality of prior art of record, may have 
been motivated to employ the GL-67 compound as a matter of design choice or equivalency to 
enhance the delivery of a biologically active molecule in vivo, such motivation or suggestion is not 
sufficient to overcome the surprising results as shown throughout the working examples provided 
by the specification: GL-67 not only acts a carrier of a non-expressible, CpG motif containing 
DNA, the compound also unexpectedly enhances the survival of the treated tumor established 
animal models. 



No claims are allowed. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to examiner Dave Nguyen whose telephone number is 
(703) 305-2024. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Deborah Reynolds, may be reached at (703) 305-4051. 

Papers related to this application may be submitted to Group 1600 by facsimile 
transmission. Papers should be faxed to Group 1600 via the PTO Fax Center located in 
Crystal Mall 1 . The faxing of such papers must conform with the notice published in the 
Official Gazette, 1096 OG 30 (November 15, 1989). The CM1 Fax Center number is 
(703) 305-7401. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should 
be directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308-0196. 

Please note that the examiner is expected to move to a new US PTO office 
building located in Alexandria on January 12, 2004. The examiner office phone number 
at the new building is 571-272-0731. 



Dave Nguyen 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit: 1632 




